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Executive Summary
In order to better understand the state of suppdor teaching and learning at the SUNY campuses the
Faculty Advisory Council on Teaching and Technology {JRaA&Kforce on Teaching and Learning
conducted a system wide survey targeted at faculty development /teaching center personnel. The
survey covegd the level of support for faculty development; the types of services provided locally; what
organizations and committees exist with a role in teaching and learning, who leads/chairs them and how
best to contact them. The survey was conducted in thengpof 2011 and had 50 responses
representing 39 of the 64 campuses. The key results of the survey are summarized below.

Staffing

When the number of FTE facultgr campuss taken into account the staffing trend across sectors
showscommunity colleges hawg a greateaveragenumberof staff in faculty development support
rolesthan universitycollegesvhich have more than the university cented/hen the number of both
full time and part time faculty are used in the analysis the distribution becomes evene with a

notable exception that staffing for learning spaces is very high within the community college sector.
Staff support for pedagogy and scholarship are the lowestall

Academic technology requires significant staff support for installati@hraaintenance which may

explain its dominance in staffing numbers. Since community colleges tend not to have research facilities
more of the facility staff will tend to be focused on learning space. It is not surprising that given the
research focus dhe university centers thahe scholarship of teaching and learnirf@T).support

tends to be highest in this sector. The relative lack of support for pedagomyghout all sectorss a

concern.

Funding

There is an interesting bimodal trend in the warisity center funding with 50% of thdaculty
developmentcenters receiving $20k or less and 50% receiving greater than $200k. The university
centers with low funding should evaluate this need. There seems to be no discernable psiitehras
fundingbased on the number of facultyg the budget allocation assigned to faculty development on
the campuses.

Facilities

Staff offices make up the largest group within the facilities averaging 3 per center. There is an increasing
trend in the total numbeiof rooms and number of offices from community colleges to university

centers. Community colleges tend not to provide space for guests such as faculty fellows to work in.

Seminars / Workshops offered

Only one community college indicated that no workshopsaffered, all other campuses offer at least

one. Community colleges tend to offer more than university colleges which offer more than university
centersg perhaps reflecting the relative teaching focus of these institutiddsarly half of alkampuses

offer 31 or more seminars or workshops per year. It would be helpful if these were listed in one location
for the system and open to faculty from all campuses.
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Learning communities

Approximately 60% of the campuses host at least one learning cmityrbut 40% have noneAt those
campuses that do host learning communities there is a trend, with university centers using them the
most, then university colleges and lastymmunity colleges.

Learning communities cover a wide variety of topics, tala af organization and support and the
numbers occurring on most campuses are appropriate. However, a significant proportion of campuses
are not using this effective approach to development.

New faculty orientation
22% of the campuses offer no campuslevnew faculty orientation and a further 22% do not cover
teaching and learning skills as part of the proceRsis is a major concern.

Effectiveness of faculty development

Overall the level of satisfaction was not very high, with support for part timeawmnpus instructors

receiving the lowest rating. There is a definite trend of decreasing satisfaction between the community
colleges, university colleges and university cent&spport for part time faculty needs to be improved
significantly.

Needs assssment

Many campuses do not engage in a formal needs assessment process. Many others rely on informal
feedback or extrapolate needs based on feedback from events etc. A more formal analysiaigiould
with resource allocatiomand support the need for thee services at the campuses.

SUNY wide services

The only service with a positive satisfaction rating was webjmdrich is not surprising given that it is

the only one currently offered. However it was@deemed the least important. Among suggested new

services lhe peer support database received the highest importance and lowest satisfaction indicating it
daK2dzf R NBOSAGS (KS KAIKSAG LINA2NARAGe Ay RS@OSt2LIVSy
and lastly live supportThere is a very strantrend in decreasing importance and decreasing satisfaction

for the live support service across sectors. Community colleges seem most in need of this service.

The web site / wiki space, speakers bureau and peer support database are systems that viistairk
developed by partnering across all campuses and enabling distributed authorship. For example,
individual faculty at any campus should be able to create their profile of teaching strengths and interests
for anyone at any other campus to see. Tdam only be supported by a SUNY wide content

management system. In addition, it would be beneficial if each content contrilumwisitorcould

use their campus credentials to access this system rather than having another username and password
that they would have to remember and maintain. The lack of a good system to dmthisampus
participation in a single sigon aresignificant barriesto providing these services.

Teaching development committee
Approximately one third of campuses across atitsrs do not have or do not know if they have such a
committee. Campuses should be encouraged to create these committees.
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General comments

The nmost common commenivas the need for m annualstate wide meetingf staff supporting
professional developmertb share ideasnd best practicesThis would differ from the Conference on
Instruction and Technology (CIT) as it would be for the professional and organizational development
communitywhereasCIT targets the faculty and instructional technologists themselves.

GeneralCommittee Recommendations

A Developa dynamiconline system to provide

A Directory of faculty and staff providing teaching and learning / faculty development
support across the systn

A Directory of campus committees with a responsibility for teaching and learning

A Web site for documenting and sharing best practices.

A Directory of experts (faculty and staff) who could provide advice and do seminars etc.
A Study feasibility of regional supg groups.
A Encourage benchmarking across campuses.

A ProvideSUNY wide teaching and learning conference and regional networking opportunities.
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Introduction

Task Group Charge
Within a system of 64 highly diverse campuses the SUNY Faculty Advisory Golieeitlning and
Technology (FA@Thad an intuitive sense that

1 The resources, processes and practices associated with instructional support and educational
assessment vary significantly from campus to campus.

There are pockets of excellence from which atbeampuses could learn.

There is a lack of networking and information sharing between the campuses.

There is little information available to enable benchmarking between the campuses.

There is duplication of effort that could be saved by providing shareaurees.

= =4 =4 =

This intuitive sense formed the initial charge to the Teaching and Learning task force which was
ultimately refined by the task group as follows.

Through the FAGTouncil to advise the SUNY Provost about support and resources for teaching,
learning and its scholarship within the system by:

1 Documenting the current state of resources and support provided at both the individual
campuses and through SUNY admin.
1 Identifying large scale needs not currently met.
1 Recommending current and potential mechanisms to best aggregate resources across the
system including:
0 Regional support structures
o Academic discipline focused sharing across campuses.
91 Developing and sharing a set of best practices that could be implerdexitindividual
campuses.

Membership of the task force

Because of its historical roots as an organization focused on the use of technology in teaching, campus
representation on the FAETommittee has traditionally attracted people with an affinity for this area.

With the expanded charge to advise on teaching and learning in general and not just that associated

with the use of technology, the task force membership needed to be expanelgahid council and

committee members. Campus professional development faculty/staff, where they could be identified,

6FG arvySsS OFYLdzaSa (GKSe@ RAR y20 SEA&lG 2N 6SNB LI NI
join the task group. In additiofit,was important to have representation from each of the Sdltors,

community colleges, technology colleges, university colleges (masters and 4 yr) and university centers
(Doctoral). Thirty one people agreed to serve on the task force as shown istthed map below.
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Name Institution
Alex Pickett Empire State College
Ann Giralico Brockport
Pearlman
Beez Schell Fredonia
Caelynn Prylo Hudson VallegC
Cheryl Miller Potsdam
Chris Price Brockport
Diane Gal Empire State College
Doug Kahn Suffolk CountyCC
Frank Fowler Stony Brook

Graham Glynn Stony Brook
(Chair)
Greg Ketcham Oswego

James Jensen U Buffalo

Jason Adsit U Buffalo
Jayne Peaslee CorningCC
John Kane Oswego

John Zelenak U Albany
Joseph Chiang Oneonta

Keith Landa Purchase

Kim Scalzo SUNY

Lenore Horowitz ~ Schenacdaty CountyC
Lisa Raposo SUNCenter for

Professional
Development
Mark McBride Buffalo State College

Michael Knauth Farmingdale State

College
Miriam Deitsch Farmingdale State
College
Richard Kelder New Paltz
Robin Hill Suffolk CountyfCC
Russell Kahn Institute of Technology
Steven Doellefeld U Albany
Sue McMillen Buffalo State College

Roleat Institution
Instructional Design Specialist
Instructional Design Specialist

Professor andDirector, Professional Development Center
Office of Community & Professional Education

Director of the Learning and Teaching Excellence Center
Director, Center for ExcellenaeLearning and Teaching
Associate Professor

Dir academic computing

Professor of Chem

Assistant Provost for Teaching, Learninge¢hnology

Assistant Director & Multimedia Instructional Designer Division
Extended Learning

Professor in the Department of Civil, Structural and Environmer
Engine

Director- Teaching & Learning Center (TLC)

Director of Professional Development

Director of the Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching
Coordinator Faculty Technology Resources

Professor

Director of the Teaching, Learning, and Technology Center
Director, Center for Professional Development

Math, Science, Technology Department

Assistant Director/Academic Programs

Information Commons Librarian
Director of Instructional Resources

Distinguished Teaching Professor

Director Center for Teaching and Learning

Assistant Professor, Coordinator of Instructional Design
CoordinatorCommunication and Information Design
Assistant Dean, Undergraduate Education

Professor in the Math Dept, Director of Faculty Development
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The institutional and geographic distribution of thrembership is shown on the map below where each
star represents a committee member.
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The Work of the Task Force
Before developing a set of recommendations for improving teaching and learning the task force needed
to understand and document the current staof affairs at the campuses in a number of areas. These

included

1 The level of support for faculty development.

1 The types of services provided locally.

1 What organizations and committees exist with a role in teaching and learning, who leads/chairs
them and how best to contact them.

To gather this information the task force decided that we needed to survey the campuses. We spent
significant time exploring campus web sites (a revealing experience in and of itself) to try to determine
what organizations egied at the campuses and their contact information. In many cases the web sites
either did not have the information or the information was outdated. The contact information we did
find was used in conjunction with existing SUNY wide listserves for gttwatdsad any possible
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relationship to teaching and learning to develop the initial invitation list to participate in the survey. The
invitation requested that the recipient forward the invitation to other campus personnel if they were
not the most appropate person to provide it.

To create the survey the task force first had to decide what we needed to know and to do that we had
to decide for ourselves what services and support should ideally be provided at each campus. The
survey ultimately consistedf questions in the following areas.

9 Staffing levels in pedagogical, assessment, academic technology, learning space design and the
scholarship of teaching and learning.

Operational budgets and facilities supporting teaching and learning centers.

Numbersand types of workshops and learning communities.

New faculty orientation in teaching and learning skills.

The effectiveness of faculty development efforts for full, garte and adjunct faculty.

How needs are assessed.

The types of central services thabuld assist / complement local campus efforts.

Information on campus committees with a charge related to teaching and learning.

Contact information about the person completing the survey.

= =4 =4 4 -4 -4 A -4

Methodology

The survey was conducted via a web based survey sysbtstad at Stony Brook University during the
early spring semester of 2011. Invitations were sent to campus faculty and staff who were identified
from the campus web site as having a role in faculty development and support. In addition, invitations
were £nt to the SUNY Fatev and FACTT listserves. Recipients were asked to forward the invitation to
anyone at the campus that served in this rokollow up phone calls were made to campuses that had
not responded by the last week of the survey open period.

Where multiple responses were received from a campus the data compiled to fill in missing

information or averaged to produce a single data set for the campus. In cases where data conflicted the
data from the source deemed most knowledgeable aboetdiperation was used. Derivative data

based on FTE student enrollmeand full and partime FTE faculty lines was based on information

found on the SUNY web site for each campus (See Appendix |). Average, range and percentage of total
analysis was pesfmedon the databut no statistical analysisas conducted.

Survey Results and Conclusions
The survey had 50 responses representing 39 of the 64 campuses. The responses were broken down
into four major sectors. Data was received from 19 commuotieges, one technology campus, 7
University Centers and 12 University Colleges. Because of the single technology college response no
average data can be provided for this sectoywever its data was included in the All Sector analysis.
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Staff Support

Question: Please indicate the number of faculty/staff positions assigned to support each of the
following areas at your institution. If the service is part of someone's job please enter the fraction of
their effort dedicated to it. For example, if a faguihember is given course release time to provide a
service and spends half of his/her time doing so enter .5

Pedagogical support (how to lecture well, active learning approaches, group work etc)
Academic technology (clickers, computers in the classrocamileg management system.
Academic assessment (course and program surveys, focus groups, data analysis etc)
Design of learning spaces (classrooms, student study space etc).

Support for faculty who are interested in participating in the scholarship of tegamd
learning (publishing articles on studies of educational innovation etc).

= =4 =4 4 A

Per Campus
The table below shows the average, min, and max for the number of FTE faculty /staff positions assigned

to support each endeavor, and the count (humber of resporjlifar each sector.

The graph below shows the average FTE faculty/staff support provided for each functional area
compared across each sector and with the overall average.
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FTE Staff Support Per Campus

M All Sectors @ Community College & University College ® University Center

Average # per campus

Pedagogical

support Academic

technology Academic .
assessment Design of _
learning  Scholarship of

spaces teaching and
learning

The data indicated that the greatest support is provided for academic technology, with fairly equal
support for the other areas. University Centers tend to have more staff than University Colleges which
tend to have more than Community Colleges. Thisdris particularly evident in support for pedagogy,
technology andor scholarship of teaching and learning.

Per 100 FTE FT Faculty

The table below shows the average, min, and max for the number of FTE faculty /staff positions per
hundred FTE full time fatty at the institution assigned to support each endeavor, and the count
(number of responders) for each sector.

0.7 15 1.3 1.4 0.4

0 0 0 0 0
3.7 3.3 3.7 8.6 15
17 17 17 12 15
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Avg 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.2

min 0 0.1 0.1 0
max 0.6 2 05 0.5
Count 7 6 5 6
Avg 0.3 1.3 0.7 0.4
min 0 0 0 0
max 0.8 4 3 1.7
Count 12 12 12 12
Avg 0.6 1.3 0.9 0.8
min 0 0 0 0
max 3.7 4 37 8.6
Count 37 36 36 31

The graph below shows the average FTE faculty/staff support provided fofugational area
compared across each sector and with the overall average.

FTE Staff Support

per 100 FTE FT Faculty

15

0.5

Average # per campus

Pedagogical

support Academic

technology Academic

assessment Design of

learning Scholarship
spaces of teaching
and learning

H All Sectors E Community College i University College E University Center
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When the number of FTE faculty is taken into account the staffing trend across sectors is reversed with
community colleges having a greater number than universitiegesvhich hare more than the
university centers.

Per 100 FT and PT Faculty

The table below shows the average, min, and max for the number of FTE faculty /staff positions per
hundred FTE full time and part time faculty at the institution assigned to support each endaad

the count (number of responders) for each sector.
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The graph below shows the average FTE faculty/staff support provided per 100 full and part time faculty
at the institution for each functional area compared across each sector and with the overall average.

FTE Staff Support
per 100 FTE FT + PT Faculty

M All Sectors @ Community College & University College ® University Center

0 0.6 N
£ 05 o
S

o 04

()

o

#+ 0.3

(]

2 0.2

o

z 01

Pedagogical

support Academic

technology Academic

assessment D€sign of

learning  Scholarship
spaces  Of teaching
and learning

When the number of both full time and part time faculty are used in the analysis the distribution
becomes more even with a notable exception that stefffor learning spaces is very high within the
community college sectorStaff support for pedagogy and scholarship are the lowest.
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Per 10,000 FTE Students
The table below shows the average, min, and max for the number of FTE faculty /staff postions p
10,000 FTE students at the institution assigned to support each endeavor, and the count (number of

responders) for each sector.
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The graph below shows the average FTE faculty/staff support providedmp#rousand FTE studerds
the institution for each functional area compared across each sector and with the overall average.

FTE Staff Support
per 10k FTE Students

M All Sectors @ Community College & University College ® University Center

————
—

————

—_—

Average # per campus
\'
o, N W MO @

Pedagogical

support Academic

technology Academic
assessmen

t Design of
learning  Scholarship
spaces  Of teaching

and learning

When the number of FTE Students (to some degree asnoreaof revenue for the institution) is factored
in learning space design is still high for community colleges and there is an increasing trend for academic
technology and particularly SOTL support from community college through university center.

Overall conclusions

Academic technology requires significant staff support for installation and maintenance which may
explain its dominance in staffing numbers. Since community colleges tend not to have research facilities
more of the facility staff will tend tbe focused on learning space. It is not surprising that given the
research focus of the university centers that SOTL support tends to be highest in this sector.

Operational Budgets

Question What is the approximate operational budget (including facutiffssalaries) for the faculty
development / teaching center on yoeampus?This information will only be shown in aggregate in the
report and will not identify the budget for any specific campus.

1 0-$20k
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T $50-$100k
1 $100k$200k
M1 Greater thar$200k

Number of Campuses Reprting
The graph and table below shdthe number of campuses reporting the operational budget for the
faculty development/ teaching center on the campus across the sectors.

Operational Budget for Faculty Dev / Teaching
Center by Sector

E Community College & University College ® University Center ® All sectors

Number of Campuses

0-$20k

$50-$100k

$100k-$200k
Greater than

$200k
0-$20k $50-$100k $100Kk-$200k Greater than $200k
Community College 2 5 3 1
University College 4 5 1 1
University Center 3 0 0 3
All sectors 9 11 4 5

Approximately two thirds of the centers have funding which is less than $100,000 per year and one third
have greater than $100,000 per year.
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Percentage of campuses reporting

The graph and table below shdthe number of campuses expressed as a percentagieeafotal within
eachsector reporting the operational budget for the faculty development/ teaching center on the
campus across the sectors.

Operational Budget for Faculty Dev / Teaching
Center by Sector

E Community College & University College ® University Center ® All sectors

Percent of Campuses

0-$20k $50-$100k $100k-$200k > $200k
Community College 18 45 27 9
University College 36 45 9 9
University Center 50 0 0 50
All sectors 31 38 14 17

There is an interesting bimodal trend in the university center funding with 50% of their centers receiving
$20kor less and 50% receiving greater than $200k.
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Number of campuses reporting by FTE faculty
The graph and table below show the number of campuses broken out by the size of the full time faculty
reporting the operational budget for the faculty developmentatéing center on the campus.

Operational Budget for Faculty Dev / Teaching
Center by Number of Full Time Faculty

H <100 ®=100-200 w200-300 =300-500 w>500

3] ]
& | >500
> f
g
E | 300-500
o /
S | 200-300
g
E BN | 100-200
z i
M <00
Q&
0-$20k $50-$100k $100k-$200k Greater than $200k
<100 1 3 2 0
i 100-200 2 4 1 0
i 200-300 3 3 0 1
H 300-500 2 1 1 1
@ >500 1 0 0 3

It would be logical to expect a trend toward the top right corner in this graph i.e. as the number of
faculty increase so should the fundifag faculty development However, there is no discernable trend.

Percentage of campuses reporting by FTE faculty
The graph and table below show the percentage of campuses broken out by the size of the full time
faculty reporting the operational budget for the faculty development/ teaching center on the campus.
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Operational Budget for Faculty Dev / Teaching
Center by Number of Full Time Faculty
<100 =100-200 w200-300 ®300-500 &>500
so (¢ / /S
70 ;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;
2
% 60
Q.
§ 50
S 40 | >500
é 30 /[ 300-500
& 9 200-300
10 100-200
0 <100
$50-$100k
$100k-$200k 5 0ater than
$200k
0-$20k $50-$100k $100k-$200k Greater than $200k
<100 17 50 33 0
E100-200 29 57 14 0
4200-300 43 43 0 14
E300-500 40 20 20 20
i >500 25 0 0 75

It would again be logi¢&o expect a trend toward the top right corner in this graph i.e. as the number of
faculty increase so should the funding for faculty development. However, there is no discernable trend.

Overall conclusions
There seems to be no pattern to the budget alition assigned to faculty development on the
campuses. The most logical model would be to base this on the number of facedtytetampus.
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Teaching /Faculty Development Center Facilities
Question Please briefly describe the facilities permanentlgigsed on your campus as a teaching or
faculty development center. For example, enter the number of offices, conference rooms etc.

Open text responses were categorized into the following groups by number of rooms in each.
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

The tableand graphbelow stow the number of each type of facility across each of the sectOnse
centerreported managing the campus TV stu@iot shown)

Lounge / Rec
Conf/Lg Rm
StaffOffices

Comp Lab / Training
Guest work

Library

TV Studio

Total number of rooms
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Teaching /Faculty Development Center Facilities

# Community College ® University College & University Center & All sectors

Avg. Number of Rooms

Lounge /
Rec

Conf/Lg Staff

/ Training work Library

Total #

Overall conclusions

Staff offices make up the largest group within the facilities averaging 3 per center. There is an increasing
trend in the total number of rooms and number of offices from community colleges to university

centers. Community colleges tend not to provide space for guests such as faculty fellows to work in.

Faculty Development Workshops / Seminars

Question On average how many times are workshops/seminars {fadace or synchronous online
sessions lasting less than 2 hours. If an event is longer than 2 hrs divide by 2. E.g. a half day event
would be equivalent to 2 workshops) offered for instructor deypahent in each year?

0

1-10

11-20
21-30

31 or more

= =4 =4 4 A
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Number of campuses

The graph and table below show the number of campuses offering a range in the number of workshops
by sector per year.

Faculty Development Seminars/Workshops
Offered
18
16
(%]
S 14
a
g 12
@
O 10
©
5 8
o]
E 6
>
< 4
2
0
11-20
Number per year 21-30
pery 31 or more
E Community College H University College H University Center Al
0 1-10 11-20 21-30 31 or more
Community College 1 4 4 1 9
University College 0 2 4 1 5
University Center 0 0 4 0 3
All 1 7 12 2 17

Only one community college indicated that no workshops arereff, all other campuses offer at least
some. Community colleges tend to offer more than university colleges which offer more than
university centers perhaps reflecting the relative teaching focus of these institutions.
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Percentage of responding campus es

The graph and table below show the percentage of responding campuses within a sector offering a
range in the number of workshops per year.

Faculty Development Seminars/Workshops
Offered

E Community College ® University College i University Center & All

Percetage of Campuses
o

w » 4
s 8 &8 &8 8

(=Y
o

o

1-10

11-20

Number per Year

31 or more
0 1-10 11-20 21-30 31 or more
Community College 5 21 21 5 47
University College 0 17 33 8 42
University Center 0 0 57 0 43
All 3 18 31 5 44

Overall Conclusions

Nearly half of all campuses offer 31 or more seminars or workshops per year. It woultphe ifie
these were listed in one location for the system and open to faculty from all campuses.
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Learning Communities

Question On average how many instructor learning communities are created each year on your
campus?

0

1-10

11-20
21-30

31 or more

=A =4 =4 4 =4

Number of campuses responding
The graph and table below show the number of campumesdinga range of learning comumities on
their campuses by sector.

Learning Communities

25

8 20

>

Q.

&

S 15

©

L 10

S

>

z

5
0
1-10
11-20
Number per Year 31 or more
0 1-10 11-20 21-30 31 or more

E Community College 8 10 0 0 0
H University College 3 8 0 0 1
i University Center 2 5 0 0 0
HAI 14 23 0 0 1
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Approximately 60% of the campuses host at least one leagongnunity but 40% have none. At those

campuses that do host learning communities there is a trend with community colleges using them the
most, then university colleges and lastly university centers.

Percentage of campuses responding

The graph and table below show the percentage or responddhénaa sector of campuses hosting a
range of learning communities on their campuses by sector.

Learning Communities

80
70
60
(&)
g 50
c
§ 40
£ 30
20
10
0
1-10
11-20
Number per Year 31 or more
0 1-10 11-20 21-30 31 or more
E Community College 44 56 0 0 0
H University College 25 67 0 0 8
i University Center 29 71 0 0 0
H All 37 61 0 0 3

At those campuses that do host learning communities there is a tseitid university centers using
them the most, then university colleges and lasthymmunity colleges.

Question Please describe the function/title of each unique learning community that you have created.

The open text responses to this question have been classified into the following sections.
1 Book/Journaldiscussions
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(0]
(0]

Courage to Teach
Journalclub on medical educatiorio discuss the literature on medical education

1 Instructional technology

0 Blackboard coussmanagement Learning Community
0 Angel Liaisons
0 Angel instructor group
0 Accessibility and Instructional Design Community
0 Special emphasis grpwon medical technologyo discuss emerging technologies and
how they might impact medical education
o0 Technology and Comprehension
o Personal Response Systems (PRS or clickers).
1 Pedagogy
0 Online Learning brown baggers (1 hou3 imes per semester)
o OnlineBlended Learning
o Nursing faculty, Teaching Learning course
0 TeamBased Learning
0 Teaching of Writing
o Web-Enhanced Courses
0 Institute for Student Centered Learning
o0 Experiential learning
0 Active Learning
o Exploring Service Learning
0 Large Classes
o Largegroup instruction- this has been meeting sporadically. Each meeting focuses on a
discussion of a particular method of enhancing learning in lacigss environments
0 Peer Review of Teaching
o Interdisciplinary Teaching
0 Liberal Education and Learning
0 Sudent motivation- this meets monthly and examines readings or presentations
focused on how bedb increase student motivation
 Assessment
0 Assessment and Student Learning Community
o e-Portfolios
1 Information management
0 Librarians to discuss Library and imfiation Studies program content
0 Librarians to discuss information literacy and assessment
0 collaborative projects with librarians
1 Scholarship of Teaching and Learning
0 Learning community on the scholarship of teaching and learning.
1 Writing
o0 National novelnriting month
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(0]
(0]

Writing College Textbooks
Faculty Writing Groupa group of faculty that get together on a seméekly basis to
support each other's writing

i Research

0 Using Research as a Teaching Tool

0 Quantitative Research in the Social and BehaviorahBes

o0 Conducting Qualitative Research and Analyzing Descriptive Data
91 Diversity

o Dialogue on Diversity

0 Multicultural Service Learning

o0 Social Identities
1 Sundry

0 Using Research as a Teaching Tool

0 New faculty learning community

0 StudentFaculty Roundtables

0 Adjunct Advocate Roundtable

0 30-Minute Mentor

0 Lunch Bunch

0 Student Leadership

o0 Popular Culture

o The future of higher educationdiscussion of future directions in higher ed. This

revolves around discussion of a partenubook or study each month.

1 Othercomments

(0]
(0]

Overall Conclu

Academic Senate Faculty Development Cm: plans & Implements campus wide programs;
Ad Hoc Cm on Learning Communities: develops thematically & pedagogically LC's for
Students;

Women's Studies Seminar; provides monthly seminars on topics germaine to
College's Wm's Studies curriculum and campus wide faculty interests;

Active Learning seminar/conference: alternating annuamester long weekly

seminar forfaculty across the disciplinggth annual conference;

Multidisciplinary Faculty Grougurricular and pedagogy support for MDC curriculum;
Latina/o Studies, Jewish Studies, and the Human Rights Project each have a faculty
group that meets regularly;

Many large (25+) departments have their own committeed #ddress faculty
development issues.

Professional Development Connection meets monthly to discuss their professional
development goals and how close they are to achieving them

sions

Learning communitiesover a wide variety of topictake alot of organization and support and
the numbers occurring on most campuses are appropriate. However, a significant proportion of
campuses are not using this effective approach to development.
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New faculty orientation
Question On average how many hour§ e new faculty orientation process are devoted to teaching
skills?

No campus wide orientation
0

1-3

3-6

6 or more

=A =4 =4 4 =4

Number of campuses
The graph and table below show the number of campuses offering teaching skills workshops as part of
the new facultyorientation process.

New Faculty Orientation

H Community College & University College ® University Center ®&All

Number of Campuses

Hours Devoted to Teaching Skills

Noofiaer:tg?iir\:me 0 1-3 3-6 6 or more
E Community College 2 5 2 4
i University College 1 5 5 1 0
E University Center 1 1 1 1
H All 8 8 12 4 5
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Between one and three hours of development in teaching skills is most common.

Percentage of responding campuses

The graph and table below show the percentage of those campuses responding offering teaching skills
workshops as part dhe new faculty orientation process.

New Faculty Orientation

E Community College & University College i University Center & All

N B
8 &S

Percentage of Campuses
=N
o v '5 o o o

No campus
wide
orientation 3.6
Hours Devoted to Teaching Skills 6 or more

Noofiaertzl:iz;wde 0 1-3 3-6 6 or more
E Community College 32 11 26 11 21
H University College 8 42 42 8 0
i University Center 20 20 20 20 20
H All 22 22 32 11 14

22% of the campuses offer no campus wide new faculty orientation and a further 22% do not cover
teaching and learning skills as part of the process.
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Question Please briefly describe the teaching skills topmgered in your new faculty orientation.

The open text responses to this question have been classified into the following categories.

1 General
o first day of class tips and activities
0 adjunct orientation teaching resources overview
o how not to get grieved
o howto improve your class instruction each year
0 First week activities
0 Academic support services
0 Best Practices in Teaching
0 Bestteacher sharing
0 adiscussion of campus resources
0 Faculty Panel Sessions (e.g., Lessons from the Trenches)
0 course expectations

(0]

maintaining standards

1 Classroom management

o Classroom Management Techniques
o0 Dealing with Difficult Students

91 Diversity
o Diversity in the Classroom;

 Assessment

(0]
(0]
(0]

Assessment;
Assessment strategies
Assessment of Student Learning

1 Pedagogy

(0]

O O O 0O O 0O 0O O o o o o o o

GIFTS (Gathimg Ideas Fofeaching Success)
Syllabus

best practices

teaching tips

tips for teaching that focus on active learning

rubrics

formulating objectives for the lesson and aligning teaching actions
how to prepare course outlines

planning your lesson

multiple intelligences

learning outcomes

Studentcentered syllabus

Online teaching and learning

designing the learning environment for video classes
Teaching Large Classes
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Groups and Grouvork strategies
Designing and Delivering Effective Lectures and Presentations
teachingunderprepared students
fostering student engagement
promoting civic engagement
0 motivation
9 service learning
o]
1 Advising
0 mentoring and advising
1 Instructional technology
0 Blackboard course management training;
0 Teaching with technology
0 using social networking ifme classroom
0 Couse Maagement System
1 Mentoring
0 Mentorship Segment with veteran faculty
1 Studentsupport
o Accommodations
o Disability support services
0 responding to students in distress
1  Writing
0 incorporating writing into art/design classes,
1 Information literacy
0 Presentation by New York Times (incorporating the Times in the curriculum), etc.

O O O O O

Overall Conclusions
44% of campuses responding either do not have a campus wide new faculty orientation process or do
not include teaching skills in the process. Theneo discernable trend across sectors in this data.

Effectiveness of Faculty Development
Question In your opinion how effective is the developmental support provided for the following
groups? (1=v ineff, 2=ineff, 3=neutral, 4=effect, 5 v eff)

i Full timeinstructors teaching oitampus
1 Part time (adjunct) instructors teaching-@ampus
1 Faculty teaching online

The table and graph below shows the average, minimum and maximum level of satisfaction with eht
effectiveness of faculty development for full tiro@-campus, part time ortampus and faculty teaching
online across the sectors.

Page32of 52



Page33of 52



Faculty Development Support
V. S3p:
Sat/Sfied E Community College ® University College & University Center ®All
2]
0
Q
c
= )
5 SatlSﬁed\
QO
=
L
Neutral L
Full time instructors Part time ( teaching online
teaching on-campus instructors teaching
on-campus
ﬂ'\c.ca’f'\d‘md

Overall Conclusions
Overall the level of satisfaction was not very higith support for part time orcampus instructors
receiving the lowest rating. There is a definite trend of decreasing satisfaction between the community

colleges, university colleges and university centers.

Needs Assessment
Question Please describe hoyour campus assesses the teaching, learning and technology needs of

faculty and staff at your campus E.g. needs assessment survey.

The wique strategiegrom this open text response ammpiled and categorized below.

1 Surveys
o Needs assessment surveys
Bvery two years we administer a survey via survey monkey.
Annual CET surveys
An email survey is provided prior to each semester
We ask faculty to complete a questionnaire yearly as to needs as well as follow up
through our Director of Learning Technologies
Student surveys

O O O O

(@)
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i Event related

(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]

evaluations of workshops and events offered that allow for feedback
CET Roundtables feedback

Major event surveys

Workshop request section on session evaluation forms

TLC conference email feedback

1 Advisory groups

(0]
(0]
(0]

(0]

TeachingCenter has a representative Board involved in program development.
Advisory Board of Faculty communicates to the Center

We have a technology committee made up of faculty that meets with the Associate
Provost for Information & Learning Resources and theedeparate committee that he
meets with on faculty and resource issues.

Faculty Senate Teaching and Learning Committee

1 Meetings with stakeholders

(0]
(0]
(0]

Regular meetings with academic departments

Regular input from faculty stakeholder groups

The Dean's officeonducts yearly faculty assessment/needs through the chairmen of
the individual departments

1 Informal feedback

(0]

o

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0oOOo

Each academic division, with the leadership and guidance of their respective Associate
Dean, assesses the teaching, learning and technology méddasulty and staff.

Associate Deans request training and workshop topics for faculty and staff through the
Center for Professional Development

Through governanceFaculty Senate

Directcontact with department chairs

Direct contact with faculty member

Peer evaluation

Department chair review

TLC listserv and emd@ledback tools

annual technology requestfrom department chairs

By reading aademic department annual reports

Overall Conclusions

Many campuses do not engage in a formal needs assessment process. Many others rely on informal
feedback or extrapolate needs based on feedback from events etc. A more formal analysiaidiould
with resource allocatiomnd support the need for these seres at the campuses.

SUNY Wide Services

Question Rate the IMPORTANCE of the provision, as a shared or central service, of the following SUNY
wide resources on teaching or the use of academic technology (1=v unimpt, 2=unimport, 3=neutral, 4 =
impt, 5= vimpt).

Question Rate your SATISFACTION with the availability of the following SUNY wide resources on
teaching or the use of academic technology (1=v dis, 2= dis, 3= neutral, 4= sat, 5 v sat)
1 Webinars or video conferences.
! aLXSIl 1 SN aexgedsNHihgds sidafe ndw ideas and trendther virtually or in
person).
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1 Peer support database of faculty who are willing to assist or advise on aspects of teaching or
technology that they havamplemented.

Web site/Wiki about good teaching practicéschnobgy integration and resources.

Live access to a centralized group of instructional support personnel via phone/chat/video
conference.

= =4

Of the five options listed above only webinars are currently being offered as a SUNY wide service by the
Center br Professional Development to the knowledge of the committee. The other four are services
that the committee though might be of interest.

The importance and satisfaction measures were analyzed independently. However, each respondent to
the survey had aorrelated score for both the importance and satisfaction with a servide number

of respondents with each correlated satisfaction/importance pair was plotted. The grapiv be

explains how these graphsuald be interpreted. For examplapair with highimportance and high
satisfaction would produce a data point in the top right corner of the chart indicating we are doing a
great job on an important need.

Interpretation

_ | concerned | ——{—

Number with combination

Importance

Satisfaction
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The chart below shows the average importance and satisfaction ratings for the five séwoes!
sectors.

SUNY Wide Resources
All Sectors
m Importance m Satisfaction
Very
Neutral - . l l t
o » 2
Q}\"e *o"& &
s@} & 'b’b
ooo° 0,3&" on
4.\60 ?“,Q ‘QOQ
‘(@{_’o‘ Q@
$€° Very Un

Conclusions

The only service with a positive satisfaction rating was webinars which is not surprising given that it is

the only one currently offered. However it was also deemed the least important. The peer support

database receiwe the highest importance and lowest satisfaction indicating it should receive the
KAIKSE&0G LINA2NARGe Ay RS@OSt2LIYSydao CKAA ol & F2fft20
support.

Webinars / Video Conferences
The chart below shows the averagepiontance and satisfaction results across sectorsafebinars /
video conferences.
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Webinars / Video Conferences

Very

Neutral | | | | = Sat

University University All Sectors
Community College Center

cal
/\zUIICuC

Very Un"

Thescatter plotbelow shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible combination of
importance / satisfaction scores farebinars acrosall sectors.

Webinars or Video Conferences
All Sectors

Number with combination

Importance

Satisfaction

Coclusions

There are no discernable trends across sectors however the University College sectors seems the least
interested in this serviceThe scatter plot is tending toward the upper right quadrant.
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Speakers Bureau

The chart below shows the averageY LJ2 NIi I y O S
bureau.

Iy R

A GAATIOGAZY NBAdA G2

Speakers Bureau

Very

Neutral: ' l '
University Univ

Community College Center

iL

All Sectors

College

Very Un<_

m Impt

m sat

The graph below shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible combination of
importance / satisfaction scores foalJS | buSebiaéross all sectors.

Speakers Bureau
All Sectors

Number with combination

Satisfaction

Importance

Conclugons

While importance is fairly consistent across the sectors there seems to be an increasing trend in
dissatisfaction for a speakers bureau from community colleges through university cefeesscatter

plot reinforces the neutral or low satisfaction.
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Peer Support Database

Thescatter plotbelow shows the average importance and satisfaction results across sectors for a peer
support database.

Peer Support Database

Very
1 l =
Neutral . . | | m sat
Univ Univ All Sectors
Community College Center
_~College
Very Un_

The scatter plot below shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible combination of
importance/ satisfaction scores for peer support across all sectors.

Peer Support
All Sectors

Number with combination

Importance

Satisfaction

Conclusions
There is a slight trend in decreasing importance across sectors but also a much higher dissatisfaction for
peer support in the university colleges and centefbe scatter plot ishéfting toward the top left.
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Web Site / Wiki Space

The chart below shows the average importance and satisfaction results across sectors for a web site /
wiki space.

Web Site / Wiki
Very

/l l l =imet

Neutral . ' | | m sat
University  Univ All Sectors
Community  College Cen

/Cuiicgc

Very Un~"

The scatter plot below shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible combination of
importance / satisfaction scores for web site/ wiki space across all sectors.

Web site / Wiki
All Sectors

[y
(63}

[E=Y
o

Number with combination

Importance

Satisfaction

Conclusions
The university centers rate this service highest in importaaralowest in satisfaction.
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Live Support Service

The chart below shows the average importance and satisfaction results across sectors for a live support
service.

Live Support Service

Very

/l t =Pt

Neutral ' ' ' ' m sat
Univ univ All Sectors

Community  College Cen

_~College

Very Un-_

The scatter plot below shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible ciontbhat
importance / satisfaction scores for live support across all sectors.

Live Support
All Sectors

Number with combination

Importance

Satisfaction

Conclusions
There is a very strong trend in decreasing importance and decreasing satisfaction for the live support
service across sectors. Community colleges seem most inafidleid service.
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Overall Conclusions

The web site / wiki space, speakers bureau and peer support database are systems that will work best if
developed by partnering across all campuses and enabling distributed authorship. For example,
individual facultyat any campus should be able to create their profile of teachirgngths and interests

for anyoneat any other campus to see. This can only be supported by a SUNY wide content
management system. In addition, it would be beneficial if each contentibomdr could use their
campuscredentials to access this systeather than having another username and password that they
would have to remember and maintain. The lack of a good system to do this is a significant barrier to
providing these services.

Campus Committees Dealing with Teaching Development

Question What is the name and who is the current chair of any faculty committee (perhaps as part of
the senate) that is responsible for teaching development related issues on your campus.

Prevalence of campus committees with a teaching development charge
The chart below shows the number of campuses within the respondent set who indicated that they have
committees or do not have / do not know if they have committees with this charge.

Teaching Development Committee

30

25

20

15

10 ~

Number of Campuses

0 . .
Number with committees Unknown or none

Approximately one thid of campuses across all sectors do not have or do not know if they have such a
committee.
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Contact data from campuses with a committee
The table below lists the campus, its committee with a teaching development charge and the chair(s) as
of spring 2011.

Campus Committee name(s) Chair(s) name(s)

ISCL Committee Wayne E. Jones Jr

Instruction and Research Dr. Andrew Nichols

Faculty Senate Teaching and Learning Dr. Phillips Steves, JDepartment

Committee of Anthropology

Professional Development Committee  Matthew Sheehan, Michael
Lawliss

Faculty development initiative Stephan Rinnert

Educational Technology Committee Lisa D'AdamdVeinstein & John
Lawless

Committee on Instruction Klaus Doele
Santo Rizzo

Center for Excellence in Teaching ( Elaine Maldonado

department) and Teaching Institute

(Academic Affairsammittee)

Center for Teaching and Learning Jennifer Carney

Teaching, Learning and Technology (TL" Jim Bucki, Mary Jane Heider
Teaching and Learning Center (TLC) David Parfitt, TLOirector
Advisory Committee

Faculty Development Committee Chris Helwig, Associate Dean
C.on Excellence in Learning and Teachit Frank Corapi and Dale Yerpe
Academic Senate Faculty Development Professor Suzanne Liff, Dept
Committee Reading/Basic Education

TLC Advisory Board, Richard Kelder Linda Smith, Academic Computin
Professional Development Committee  Christine Tirella

Teaching foL.earning Committee Dr. Ali Ebhrami, School of Busine
Teaching Center Advisory Committee  Jamie Sindell

Committee on Learning and Teaching  Paul Tomascak

Teaching Learning Technology Advisory Becky Kaspar; William Pfaff
Group

Senatecommitteeon Teaching and Frank Fowler and Keri Hollander
Learning

Teaching & Learning Committee

Technology Committee, Academic Quali Russell KahnRonnie Tichenor
Academic Standards Committee Christopher Earely

Faculty Development subcommittee of tt Dr. Howard Weinberger
Educational Policies Committee of the
Medical College Assembly
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Other SUNY wide services

Question What other SUNY wide services would you like to have providedthat not already been
addressed in this survey?
1 More funding for Professional Development
1 A state wide professional development meeting to share ideas
1 Would like to have annual meetings of all faculty developers in SUNY.
1 A system wide teaching & learningnference would be nice. It's good that CIT is including non
technology track(s) now, but | doubt it will highlight teaching and learning as well as a dedicated
SUNY T&L conference would. If not that, then more support for regional T&L
conferences/workhops.
1 SUN¥Ywide IRB review

SUNMwvide intellectual property policy, to include community colleges

It would be important to list all the services available at SUNY in order to investigate who is

aware of them. There are a lot of great services, such as CPD, COIL, etc that a lot of SUNY people
do not know about.

1 More opportunities for regional SUN&culty/staff networking. There are ample SUiNMe

events but it would be great if SUNY would sponsor smaller events for each region to minimize
travel and also have some face to face contact.

=a =

General Comments
Question Enter any comments or suggestions.

1 We currently do not have a centralized approach for Teaching and Learning /Professional
development on our campus. However, we are in the process of building what will be referred
to as the HCCC Teaching and Learning Collaborative. We currently larthimg phases, and
working on the rehab of space to house this operation beginning in fall 2011. At least initially,
the collaborative will be supported by the staff of the Internet Academy with volunteer support
from faculty.

1 We are a small institutiowith extremely limited resources and personnel. Much support has
been provided on an informal, collegial;@seded basis by whomever has expertise in a given
area. This lack of systemization, of course, leads to an inability to ensure that all famglty ha
access to the information they need to maximize their success in the classroom. We are very
interested in making use of any resources provided by SUNY to help us bridge this gap.

9 ' was not aware of the services described above other than the webirtaag.should be
marketed more aggressively, as | believe we would take advantage of them if they are available
to us. Also, medical education is different, and they'd need to be relevant to this field.

i Often if a department wishes to change a physical spaeg share with others (who might
allow changes) they must find grants or other ways to fund the changes.
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Committee Recommendations
A Developdynamiconline system to provide

A Directory of faculty and staff providing teaching and learning / faculty deveop
support across the system

A Directory of campus committees with a responsibility for teaching and learning

A Web site for documenting and sharing best practices.

A Directory of experts (faculty and staff) who could provide advice and do seminars etc.
A Studyfeasibility of regional support groups.
A Encourage benchmarking across campuses.

A SUNY wide teaching and learning conference and regional networking opportunities.
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